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DETAILED ACTION 

Drawings 

1. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the 
description: 168 in figure 12 is not mentioned in the specification 

185 in figure 13 is not mentioned in the specification 
Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d), or amendment to the 
specification to add the reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 
CFR 1.121(b) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be 
labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be 
notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

(1) On page 1, paragraph [0001], The examiner suggests filing the correct 
application number instead of <xxxx> in the specification if appropriate. 

(2) Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 



Application/Control Number: 10/763,128 



Art Unit: 2609 



Page 3 



The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 

- The Abstract is objected to because it has less than 50 words. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Objections 

3. Claim 2 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

(1 ) Claim 2, line 1 , "a control" should be changed to "the control". 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 



5. Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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Claims 7-9 recite the limitation "the first control parameter". There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for the limitation in the claims. The "first control parameter" is not 
introduced before. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 

States. 

7. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Paik et al. 
(US 6,163,621). 

Paik et al. disclose a method of processing an image, the method comprising: 

capturing an image of an object (column 8, line 49-56); and 

applying controlled, equalization to an image generated by the image capture 
device (column 10, line 6-16), where the controlled, histogram equalization uses a 
concentration ratio (column 4, line 64; and column 9, line 43). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 1,4-6,10,14-16,20 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sussman et al. (US 5,686,960) in view of Charpentier (US-PGPUB 
2004/0119233). 

(1) Regarding claims 1,10, and 24: 

Sussman et al. disclose a moving-window, histogram equalization method of 
processing images (column 25, line 44-47), system (column 2, line 40-41), and 
computer program (column 6, line 26-30), the method comprising: 

breaking the image into a plurality of tiles (column 6, line 39-41); and 

processing each of the plurality of tiles by (column 5, line 59-60), (the examiner 
interpreted that the image processor is processing the plurality of tiles) 
obtaining a control parameter (column 27, line 35-37); 
determining a histogram for one of the plurality of tiles (column 9, line 21- 

23), (the examiner interpreted the determining of histogram as determining of a 

histogram area). 

determining an area of the image that includes the one of the plurality of 
tiles and information outside the one of the plurality of tiles (column 10, line 15- 
18); 

creating a first output by performing a histogram equalization on the 
area (column 9, line 21-23); 

creating a second output based on the control parameter and the first 
output (column 15, line 64-67); and 
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using the second output to process the one of the plurality of tiles (column 
16-line 1-3). 

However, Sussman et al. does not disclose the determining of a ratio for the one 
of the plurality of tiles as recited in claims 1,10, and 24. 

Chapentier teaches a word game and method of play, where the ratio of the one 
of plurality of tiles is determined (paragraph [0045], line 8-12). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have clearly recognized the determining of 
the ratio of the one of plurality of tiles (paragraph [0045], line 4-12). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine 
the system of Chapentier, where determining the ratio of one of the plurality of tiles, in 
the system of Sussman et al., because such feature creates a game suitable for 
children, in which a player is required to match randomly selected letter tiles with the 
corresponding letters within words (paragraph [0007], line 9-13), as well as providing a 
method for playing a word game, which is designed for the enjoyment and education of 
children by incorporating the identification skills, together with their imagination enabling 
the formation of words (paragraph [0008], line 5-7). 

(2) Regarding claims 4 and 14: 

Sussman et al. further disclose the method, and system (column 2, line 40-41), 
where the area includes the one of the plurality of tiles (column 10, line 17-18), (the 
examiner interpreted that the tiles are included in the area) and one or more portions of 
other tiles in the plurality of tiles (column 24, line 50-53), (the examiner interpreted that 
the portion of tiles are included in the subdivided areas). 
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(3) Regarding claims 5 and 15: 

Sussman et al. further disclose the method, and system (column 2, line 40-41), 
where obtaining the first control parameter includes obtaining a control parameter from 
a user (column 44, line 57-60), (the examiner interpreted the removing of the 
undesirable motion blur from the real time image by the user includes the control 
parameter). 

(4) Regarding claims 6 and 16: 

Sussman et al. further disclose the method, and system (column 2, line 40-41), 
where determining a concentration ratio for the one of the plurality of tiles includes 
scaling a concentration ratio value (column 26, line 25-34). 

(5) Regarding claim 20: 

Sussman et al. disclose all the subject matter as described in claims 1 and 10 

above. 

Furthermore, Sussman et al. disclose an image capture device operable to output an 
image (column 5, line 36-40). 

However, Sussman et al. does not disclose the determining of a ratio for the one 
of the plurality of tiles as recited in claim 20. 

Chapentier teaches a word game and method of play, where the ratio of the one 
of plurality of tiles is determined (paragraph [0045], line 8-12). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have clearly recognized the determining of 
the ratio of the one of plurality of tiles (paragraph [0045], line 4-12). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine 
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the system of Chapentier, where determining the ratio of one of the plurality of tiles, in 
the system of Sussman et al., because such feature creates a game suitable for 
children, in which a player is required to match randomly selected letter tiles with the 
corresponding letters within words (paragraph [0007], line 9-13), as well as providing a 
method for playing a word game, which is designed for the enjoyment and education of 
children by incorporating the identification skills, together with their imagination enabling 
the formation of words (paragraph [0008], line 5-7). 

6. Claims 2,7-9, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sussman et al and Charpentier, as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Kim (US 6,078,686). 

(1) Regarding claim 2: 

Sussman et al. and Charpentier disclose all the subject matter as described in 
claim 1 above. 

However, Sussman et al. and Charpentier do not disclose the method, where 
processing the first control parameter and the ratio to obtain a second control parameter 
as recited in claim 2. 

Kim teaches an image quality enhancement circuit and method therefore, where 
processing the first control parameter (column 8, line 21-22) and the ratio (column 15, 
line 36) to obtain a second control parameter (column 8, line 18-20). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have clearly recognized the processing of a 
first control parameter (column 8, line 21-22) and the ratio (column 15, line 36-37) to 
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obtain a second control parameter (column 8, line 18-20). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the system 
of Kim, where processing the first control parameter and ratio to obtain a second control 
parameter, in the system of Sussman et al., because such feature provides an image 
quality enhancing method having such function noise reduction, contrast enhancement 
based on mean separation histogram equalization, local contrast enhancement, and 
color compensation (column 2 line 29-32). 
(2) Regarding claims 7 and 17: 

Sussman et al. and Charpentier disclose all the subject matter as described in 
claims 1 and 6 above. 

However, Sussman et al. and Charpentier do not disclose the determining of 
mathematical root of the group of the first control parameter, the concentration ratio, or 
both as recited in claims 7 and 17. 

Kim teaches an image quality enhancement circuit and method therefore, where 
determining of mathematical root by the gain feature determiner, to restrict the 
enhancement of the input signal (column 1 2, line 4-5) 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have clearly recognized the determining of 
mathematical root of the group of the first control parameter, the concentration ratio, or 
both (column 11, line 66-67; and column 12, line 1-8). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the system 
of Kim, where determining the mathematical roots, in the system of Sussman et al., 
because such feature provides an image quality enhancing method having such 
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function noise reduction, contrast enhancement based on mean separation histogram 
equalization, local contrast enhancement, and color compensation (column 2 line 29- 
32). 

(3) Regarding claims 8 and 18: 

Sussman et al. and Charpentier disclose all the subject matter as described in 
claims 1 and 6 above. 

However, Sussman et al. and Charpentier do not disclose the multiplying of one 
of the groups of the first parameter, the concentration ratio, or both by a number as 
recited in claims 8 and 18. 

Kim teaches an image quality enhancement circuit and method therefore, where 
multiplying the value of the maximum bounding function output by the gain feature 
determiner (column 12, line 21-23). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have clearly recognized the multiplying of 
one of the groups of the first parameter, the concentration ratio, or both by a number 
(column 12, line 21-30). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of invention to combine the system of Kim, where determining the 
mathematical roots, in the system of Sussman et al., because such feature provides an 
image quality enhancing method having such function noise reduction, contrast 
enhancement based on mean separation histogram equalization, local contrast 
enhancement, and color compensation (column 2 line 29-32). 

(4) Regarding claims 9 and 19: 
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Sussman et al. and Charpentier disclose all the subject matter as described in 
claims 1 and 6 above. 

However, Sussman et al. and Charpentier do not disclose the combining of the 
first control parameter and the concentration ratio as recited in claims 9 and 19. 

Kim teaches an image quality enhancement circuit and method therefore, where 
combining the gain control function with the mean separate histogram equalization 
(column 4, line 51-53), (the examiner interpreted that the histogram equalization 
includes the concentration ratio). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have clearly recognized the combining of the 
first control parameter and the concentration ratio (column 4, line 47-56). Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the system of Kim, where combining the first control parameter and the 
concentration ratio, in the system of Sussman et al., because such feature provides an 
image quality enhancing method having such function noise reduction, contrast 
enhancement based on mean separation histogram equalization, local contrast 
enhancement, and color compensation (column 2 line 29-32). 

6. Claims 3 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sussman et al. and Charpentier, as applied to claims 1,10, and 24 above, and further in 
view of Sawada et al. (US 7,023,582). 

Sussman et al. and Charpentier disclose all the subject matter as described in 
claims 1,10, and 24 above. 
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However, Sussman et al. and Charpentier do not disclose the method, where 
creating a first output includes creating a first lookup table, and creating the second 
output includes creating a second lookup table as recited in claims 3 and 13. 

Sawada et al. teaches an image processing apparatus, where the first output is 
created (column 4, line 10), (the examiner interpreted the generating of the first address 
as creating of the first output) including creating of the first lookup table (column 4, line 
9-12), and' the creating of the second output (column 4, line 17), (the examiner 
interpreted the generating of the second address as creating of the second output) 
including creating second lookup table (column 4, line 15-17). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have clearly recognized the creating of a 
first output includes creating a first lookup table (column 4, line 34-38), and creating the 
second output includes creating a second lookup table (column 4, line 40-46). Therefore 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the system of Sawada et al., where the first lookup table and the second 
lookup table are created, in the system of Sussman et al., because such feature 
provides an image processing apparatus which compatibility of proper gray reproduction 
and high chroma color representation, proper black reproduction of a photograph 
portion, reproduction of a black character, and elimination of instability of dark color 
reproduction can be realize (column 1, line 66-67; and column 2, line 1-3). 
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7. Claims 11-12 and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sussman et al. and Charpentier, as applied to claims 1,10 and 20 
above, and further in view of Hannah (US 5,859,710). 

(1) Regarding claims 11 and 21: 

Sussman et al. disclose all the subject matter as described in claim 10 above. 

However, Sussman et al. does not disclose the system, where the printer is 
coupled to the processor as described in claims 1 1 and 21 . 

Hannah teaches a digital copying system using a high-speed data bus without 
the use of data buffer, where the printer is coupled to the processor (column 3, line 14- 
16). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have clearly recognized the coupling of the 
printer to the processor (column 5, line 17-23). Therefore it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the system of Hannah, 
where the printer is coupled to the processor, in the system of Sussman et al., because 
such feature enables the transmission of the digital image signal from the external 
processor to the printer for rendering the digital image signals onto the physical medium 
without prior interim storage of the digital image signals in a buffer on board the printer 
(column 3, line 22-26). 

(2) Regarding claims 12 and 22: 

Sussman et al. disclose all the subject matter as described in claim 10 above. 
However, Sussman et al. does not disclose the system, where the image capture 
device is coupled to the processor as recited in claims 12 and 22. 
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Hannah teaches a digital copying system using a high-speed data bus without 
the use of data buffer, where the image capture device is coupled to the processor. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have clearly recognized the coupling of the 
capture device to the processor. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to combine the system of Hannah, where 
the image capture device is coupled to the processor, in the system of Sussman et al., 
because such feature enables the transmission of the digital image signal from the 
external processor to the printer for rendering the digital image signals onto the physical 
medium without prior interim storage of the digital image signals in a buffer on board the 
printer (column 3, line 22-26). 



Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Von Behren et al. (US 6,558,324) disclose a system and method 
for strain image display. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Amara Abdi whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1670. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:30 Am to 
5:00 PM E.T.. 



Application/Control Number: 10/763,128 



Page 15 



Art Unit: 2609 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Shuwang Liu can be reached on (571 ) 272-3036. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the, status of an application- may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Amara Abdi „ . 



05/17/2007 




SHUWANG LIU 

§UPfRvisoRY wrr ; examiner 



